ABSTRACT: This study identifies barriers perceived by agricultural exporters and examines how these perceptions influence use of export market strategies. Ordered logit models are used to estimate effects of perceived barriers and firm characteristics on export market strategies. The results from these models show that perceptions about import restrictions influence use of diversification of exports across products, competition influences use of competitive export pricing, and overseas product regulations affect product adaptation for export markets.
INTRODUCTION
In 1996 the trade balance for all U.S. goods was a negative 166.7 billion dollars, however the trade balance for foods, feeds, and beverages was a positive 19.8 billion dollars (U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1997). Much of this positive trade balance for foods, feeds, and beverages is due to the increasing exports of high value products (HVPs) (Greene, 1994) . The United States Department of Agriculture divides agricultural products into two general/groups: bulk farm products and high value products (HVPs) (Greene, 1994) . By the USDA definition, bulk farm products are raw commodities, such as grains and oilseeds Direct all correspondence to: Kim Jensen, 302 Morgan Hall, The University of Tennessee, Knoxville, TN 37901; Tel: (423) Fax (423) 974-7459 email: kjensen@utk.edu (i.e. wheat, corn, and rice) whereas, high value products include high value unprocessed products (including fresh fruit, nuts vegetables, and honey), semiprocessed products (such as flour, vegetable oil, meats, cocoa, and sugar), and highly processed products (including processed foods beverages beer, and wine). With the growth in HVP exports relative to bulk commodities exports, in recent years HVP exports have accounted for over half the value of U.S. agricultural exports (See Figure 1) . Despite the critical role HVPs play in the agricultural export sector, little is known about the management practices these HVP firms pursue in order to be successful exporters.
One of the most important management decisions made by an exporting agribusiness is selection of an export market strategy. Of course, the purpose of developing an export market strategy is to overcome a perceived barrier to exporting and attempt to optimize some objective function. Consequently, whether a barrier is perceived as major or minor will influence the extent to which a particular strategy is pursued by an agribusiness. Furthermore, firms of differing sizes, levels of business and export experience, and commitment to exporting will likely have varying ranges of abilities and willingness to implement export market strategies. The purpose of this article is to obtain a better understanding of the relationship between alternative export market strategies and the potential barriers faced by HVP agricultural exporters. This goal is achieved by using a unique firm level data set developed in conjunction with the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA). the firms represented in this data set are all processors or sellers of high value, branded agricultural products under the USDA definition. With this data set, ordered logit models are used to estimate the relationship between the probability that a particular strategy is more likely to be used by a firm and the firm's perceptions on export barriers and its characteristics. Though little work has been conducted on export market strategies and barriers perceptions in the agricultural business literature much work has been conducted in this area in the general business literature. Based on this literature, and for comparative purposes, four export market strategies are considered: diversification through selling multiple products, specially tailoring advertising and promotion to the export market, competitive pricing, and adapting products to the export market. The barrier types considered are also based on the general business literature and include import restrictions, buyer awareness in the export market, competition from other suppliers, and export country product regulations. One of the main methodological differences between the analysis presented here and the literature that has come before is that none of the previous studies examine the relationship between market strategies and export barriers perceptions. Rather, in general, some studies looked at the relationship between export market strategies and firm characteristics and others examined the relationship between barriers perceptions and firm characteristics. the analysis presented here extends this literature by exploring the relationship between export market strategies, export barriers perceptions and other firm characteristics within a multiple regression framework.
The next section of this paper provides a brief literature review of export marketing and barriers perceptions studies. In the subsequent section, the method of analysis is presented and the data collection procedures discussed. The results are then presented and the paper closes with conclusions and implications for export marketing.
STUDIES OF EXPORT BARRIERS AND EXPORT MARKET STRATEGIES
As stated, most of the works on export barriers and export market strategies have been in the general business literature. Several key export barriers have been identified as important. A number of studies have found that regulatory barriers and import restrictions are problematic for exporting firms (Barker and Kaynak, 1992; Moini, 1997; Rabino, 1980) . Financial and market risk barriers, such as lack of adequate market research or trade leads, exchange rate risk, or inability to obtain financing for export have also been cited as barriers to exporting (Barker and Kaynak, 1992; Moini, 1997; Rabino, 1980; Shoham and Albaum, 1995; Bauerschmidt, Sullivan, and Gillespie, 1985; Bodur, 1986; Cavusgil, 1984; Howard and Borgia, 1991; Katsikeas, 1994; Kedia and Chhokar, 1996) . Other studies have found that the transportation costs can impede exports. Furthermore, export market competition from both domestic and foreign suppliers can be a barrier to exporting (Kedia and Chhokar, 1986; Dichtl, Koeglmayr, and Mueller, 1990; Naidu and Rao, 1993 ) and buyers' awareness or attitudes about the product in the foreign market can also inhibit exporting (Shoham and Albaum, 1995; Kedia and Chhokar, 1986) . These studies, for the most part examined export barriers for firms across a wide range of industries or focus on non-agribusiness sectors. Only one study focused on Turkish exporters of food products (Bodur, 1986) .
On the export marketing strategy side, several key strategies have been identified and associated with firm characteristics. A study by Katsikeas and Leonidou of market strategies used by exporting food manufacturing firms examined two types of strategies: market concentration and market spreading (Katsikeas and Leonidou, 1996) . They defined an export market concentration strategy as one where a firm confines its export marketing to a single market, while export market spreading is when the firm diversifies its marketing efforts across multiple markets. Results from their study suggested that market spreaders tend to be larger firms and that national export policy had more influence on export spreaders in terms of maintaining these firms' commitment to exporting. Also, findings from Piercy and da Rocha et al. suggested that market spreaders tended to be more experienced and have higher export involvement than market concentrators (Piercy, 1981; da Rocha, Christensen, and daCunha, 1990) . Because market spreaders may be less focused on gaining large market share in any one market, these firms focus on attaining sales across a variety of markets. The fact that past studies have found that market spreaders react to export market policy and elect to sell across multiple markets suggests that these firms may be influenced by in-country import restrictions that limit their market penetration in a given market.
Katsikeas and Leonidou's findings also suggested that exporters concentrating in a single market attempted to compete on the basis of price and tended to be smaller, less export experienced firms (Katsikeas and Leonidou, 1996) . However, it should be noted, that a study by Cavusgil and Kirpalani which examined exporting success across firms from a variety of industries found no significant difference between small and large firms in exporting success through the use of comparable pricing (Cavusgil and Kirpalani, 1993) . Also, when comparing successful versus ex-exporters, Christensen, et al. found that successful exporters tended to be larger firms that focused on competitive pricing and did not expect risk premiums for exporting (Christensen, da Rocha, and Gertner, 1987) . While the results from past studies regarding how size and export experience may influence the use of competitive pricing are mixed, competition from other suppliers will likely influence a firm's use of a competitive pricing strategy.
Findings from a study by Cavusgil showed that experimental exporters were less likely to modify their products for export than active or committed exporters (Cavusgil, 1984) . Cavusgil and Kirpalani's study of small versus large firms found that larger firms were more likely to experience export success by changing their product position and adapting their products than were small firms (Cavusgil and Kirpalani, 1993) . Findings from these studies would suggest that less product adaptation might be expected from less experienced, less export intense, smaller firms.
Cavusgil and Kirpalani also found that large exporters were more likely to have successfully increased exports by providing only low or moderate international promotional support (Cavusgil and Kirpalani, 1993) . A study by Cavusgil showed that 41% of experimental exporters provided sales aids for distributors, while only 15% of committed exporters provided sales aids to distributors (Cavusgil, 1984) . The results from their study suggested that while sporadic exporters believed they exercised more power using product and price elements, regular exporters used promotion and distribution elements to exercise power. These studies suggest that non-price promotion and advertising strategies were used more by larger, export committed firms than by smaller, sporadic exporters.
DATA AND METHOD OF ANALYSIS
The above literature was used as a guide to first identify export market strategies, export barriers, and firm characteristics that have been found important in the general business literature on export market strategies. The exporting strategies considered are diversification through selling multiple products, specially tailoring advertising and promotion to the export market, competitive pricing, and adapting products to the export market. The barrier types considered are import restrictions, buyer awareness in the export market, competition from other suppliers, and export country product regulations. The firm characteristics considered are firm sales, export intensity, whether the firm is new to exporting, whether the firm has an international marketing department, years of business experience, and type of product sold.
A survey was developed in conjunction with officials from the Foreign Agricultural Service (FAS) of the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) and a focus group consisting of representatives from currently exporting, nonexporting, and previously exporting agribusiness firms. Once the survey was completed, FAS records of participants in the 1993-1994 Market Participation Program (MPP)-branded portion were used as the population to survey.
1 All 764 participants in the 1993-94 USDA MPP-branded portion were surveyed. The MPP-branded portion participants were chosen for four reasons. First, all participants in the MPP-branded portion were active exporters. Second, all participants in the MPP-branded portion were HVP agricultural exporters (U.S. Federal Register, 1994) . Third, by definition of being a participant in the MPP, these exporters had experienced some type of barrier to exporting. Fourth, FAS has been criticized by the General Accounting Office (GA)) for its lack of basic information on the firms that were participating in the MPP (U.S. General Accounting Office, 1993). Initially, the survey was mailed to 20 pre-test firms, who were asked for comments and suggestions regarding the questionnaire. No changes to the survey were necessary. The remaining 744 companies were sent the questionnaire in September 1995, using Dillman's method for mail surveys (Dillman, 1978) . The non-respondents were notified with a reminder postcard. A second mailing was sent to nonrespondents approximately three weeks after the first, along with telephone reminders. Of the overall 764 mailed surveys, four were returned as undeliverable and usable responses totaled 230. Of these 230 surveys, 184 contained completed responses to all questions used in this analysis.
While limited information was available to compare the responding exporters with the general population of the U.S. exporters of HVPs, according to Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research (MISER) estimates of exports by state-of-origin, about 30% of the value of exports of food and kindred products originated from the West, 39% were from the Southeast, 7% were from the Northeast, and 24% were from the Midwest (Massachusetts Institute for Social and Economic Research, 1997).
2 A comparison of the responding firms' share of sales from exports across regions showed that, on average, firms from the West and Northeast had lower export shares than firms from the Southeast. Therefore, the responding firms may be fairly representative in terms of regional values of exports.
Each respondent was asked to rate on a five-point likert scale the frequency of the use of the four market strategies (1 ϭ always, 2 ϭ often, 3 ϭ sometimes, 4 ϭ rarely, 5 ϭ never). Each respondent was also asked to rate on a three-point likert scale the significance of four export barriers (1 ϭ major barrier, 2 ϭ minor barrier, 3 ϭ not a barrier). The firm characteristics requested of each respondent were firm sales category, exports as a percent total sales (export intensity), whether the firm is new to exporting, whether the firm has an international marketing department, years of business experience, and type of product sold.
The frequency of use of the marketing strategy can be considered a choice variable within a random utility (profit) framework and the dependent variable with a regression context. The other variables would be the independent variables within a regression context. Because of the ordered nature of the dependent variable (frequency of use) an ordered profit or logit specification is appropriate (Greene, 1993) . The probability that a firm will use a strategy at the ith level is:
where F denotes the logistic distribution and X is the regressor matrix including export barrier perceptions, firm sales (considered a measure of size), export intensity, whether the firm is new to exporting, whether the firm has an international marketing department, years in business, and type of product sold. The ␣ parameters represent the threshold values between each level of strategy use.
As is well known, the parameters within the ordered response model will provide no real indication of how the probability of the frequency of use of an export strategy will change as a regressor changes. These changes are captured by the marginal effects, which are
where f is the density function of the logistic distribution. The marginal effects indicate that only the two extreme categories will have signs in agreement with the parameter estimates. Following the findings of the general business literature, and for comparative purposes, each strategy implemented is considered to be in response to a particular barrier and vary by firm characteristics. Thus the only difference in the regressor matrix X across strategies will be the barrier type, all other regressors will be the same. Diversification through selling multiple products is postulated to be designed to overcome import regulations in a given import market, as suggested by (Katsikeas and Leonidou, 1996) . The study by Cavusgil and Kirpalani suggested that firms used competitive pricing as a market strategy to meet competition from other suppliers (Cavusgil and Kirpalani, 1993) . Product adap-tation is a strategy designed to gain greater access in those markets in which there are product regulations in the export market. Finally, if there are low buyer awareness problems in the importing market, a firm will likely pursue a more intensive advertising program tailored for that market.
RESULTS
The definitions of the variables used in the analysis and their respective means are provided in Table 1 . For the export strategies, the means inicate that, averaged over all firms, the four export strategies listed are used between often and sometimes. For the export barriers, the means indicate that, on average, import restrictions are perceived as the most important barrier and product regulations as the least important barrier. Because dummy variables are used to measure the sales categories, new to export status, and presence of an international marketing department, the means associated with these variables represent the percentage of firms with these characteristics. The sales distribution is slightly skewed to the left, with 58.1% of the firms being in the top two categories and 41.9% being in the lower three categories. New to export firms constitute about 38.6% of the sample and 64.1% of the firms have an international marketing department. The average number of years in business is 35.6 and the average percent of sales going to export is 30.7. The product category means give the percentage of firms in each category. These categories are based on three digit SIC codes. The largest percentage of firms are in the residual category labeled 'All other foods' (35.5%), followed by 'Beverages' (25.5%). The category 'All other foods' includes items such as snack foods, seafood and fish products, coffee roasting, and food preparations manufacturing. The remaining categories have a rather even distribution of firms and constitute 39.0% of the firms.
The estimated ordered logit models for frequency of use of each of the strategies are presented in Table 2 . As indicated by the log-likelihood ratio tests, each of the models is significant at the .01 probability level. The model for diversification of products (DIVPROD) correctly classifies 74.6% of the observations, while the model for specially tailored products (PROD) correctly classifies 72.7% of the observations. The model for specially tailored advertising (ADVERT) correctly classifies 65.9% of the observations and the model for competitive pricing (PRICE) correctly classifies 69.4% of the observations. The signs of the estimated coefficients can only be interpreted for effects on the probability that a strategy will always be used or never be used. Therefore, marginal effects (for continuous independent variables) or changes in predicted probabilities (for discrete independent variables) are required to draw any further conclusions from the estimated models. Because some coefficients, and hence variables, are found to be insignificant the marginal effects or changes in predicted probabilities are not calculated for those variables. The marginal effects of barrier perceptions, export intensity, and years in business are shown in Table 3 . In general, as the perceptions of the barriers become less (more) major, the probability that a strategy is used frequently decreases (increases). Because the estimated coefficient on buyer awareness in the model for frequency of use specially tailored advertising is not significant, the Notes: a *** ϭ significant at ␣ ϭ .01, ** ϭ significant at ␣ ϭ .05,* ϭ significant at ␣ ϭ .10.
marginal effect is not calculated. For each of the remaining barriers, as the perception of the barrier becomes less major, the probability that the corresponding strategy is always or often used decreases, while the probability that the strategy is used sometimes, rarely, or never increases. The pattern of the marginal effects with respect to export intensity is consistent across strategies. As export intensity increases, the probabilities that each of the strategies are used more (less) frequently increases (decreases). For example, as export intensity increases, diversification across products, special tailoring of products, and competitive pricing become more likely to be used always or often and less likely to be used sometimes, rarely, or never. Use of specially tailored advertising becomes more likely to be used always, often, or sometimes and less likely to be used rarely or never.
The pattern of the marginal effects with respect to years in business is also consistent across strategies and similar to export intensity. As years in business increase, the probabilities that the strategies of diversification across products and specially tailored advertising are used more (less) frequently increases (decreases). With an increase in the years in business, the probability that diversification across products will be used always or often increases, and the probability that the strategy will be used sometimes, rarely, or never decreases. As years in business increase, the probability that specially tailored advertising will be used sometimes to always increases and the probability that the strategy will rarely or never be used decreases. Years in business do not significantly influence specially tailoring of products or use of competitive pricing. Table 4 gives the change in the probability of frequency of use of a strategy across sales categories. These changes are calculated by taking the difference between the predicted probability for the SAL3, SAL4, and SAL5 categories and the base category SAL1, respectively. Because the coefficient on SAL2 is not significant in any of the models, the marginal effects are not calculated. As sales increase, the probability of using diversification of products more (less) frequently increases (decreases). When sales increase from SAL2 to SAL4, a similar pattern is found for the specially tailored advertising strategy. Neither the coefficient on SAL3 nor SAL5 is significant, hence the marginal effects are omitted. As sales increase from SAL1 to SAL3, the probability of always using competitive pricing decreases and the probabilities of using the strategy often, sometimes, rarely or never increase. As sales from SAL1 to SAL4, the probabilities using competitive pricing always or often decrease. The coefficient on SAL5 is not significant. Table 5 gives the change in the probability of frequency of use of a strategy with respect to the existence of an international marketing department and new to export status. These changes in the probabilities are calculated in a similar fashion to those in Table 4 . In general, the firms with an international marketing department are more likely to frequently use each of the export marketing strategies than firms without specialized departments. The new to export variable is only significant in the specially tailored advertising model. In this model, the probabilities of always and often specially tailoring advertising increase and the probabilities of sometimes, rarely, and never specially tailoring advertising decrease if firms are new exporters.
SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS
This study extends results from the general business literature regarding export barriers and export market strategies, to examine how firms' perceptions about barriers may influence the selection of a strategy. The results from this study suggest that how firms perceive the regulatory environment, including import restrictions and in-country product regulations can influence diversification and adaptation of products for foreign markets. Clearly, if a firm perceives import restrictions to be problematic and as limiting their market penetration for a given product, these firms may elect of diversify across a number of products as a marketing strategy. The results suggest that perceptions about import country production regulations or market requirements drive willingness to adapt products. Agribusiness firms exporting HVPs also appear to attempt to provide competitive prices in response to competition from other suppliers, suggesting that these firms do not necessarily view their product as niche or that they command risk premiums for exporting. High levels of export intensity and presence of an international marketing department are indicative of commitment to exporting. Therefore, the results that as the export intensity of firms increases or if they have a specialized international marketing department, they pursue the export marketing strategies more frequently is not too surprising. These results are consistent with those of Piercy and da Rocha et al (Piercy, 1981; da Rocha, Christensen, and da Cunha, 1990) .
Larger firms (as measured by sales) are more likely to diversify exports across a wider array of products. This result may reflect the fact that larger firms probably offer wider product lines than do many smaller firms. Moderately sized firms (as measured by sales) are less likely to compete based on price than smaller firms. These results are consistent with the results of Katsikeas and Leonidou, and Cavusgil and Kirpalani, but contrary to that of Christensen et al. (Katsikeas and Leonidou, 1996; Cavusgil and Kirpalani, 1993; Christensen, da Rocha, and Geitner, 1987) Interestingly, however, the largest sized firms show no significant difference from the smallest firms. While moderately sized firms are less frequent users of competitive pricing, they are more likely to use specially tailored advertising than were small firms. Again, as with competitive pricing, the largest firms, show no significant difference from the smallest firms. These results tend to suggest that very large and very small firms may focus their export marketing efforts on price competition, rather than tailoring advertising, compared with moderately sized firms. The number of years a firm has been in business can indicate an overall managemnt experience level. The results from this study indicate that exporters of HVPs with more years of business experience are more likely to diversify exports across products and to specially tailor advertising. One surprising finding is that new exporters are more likely to tailor their advertising to a market. However, this result could reflect the fact that specially tailored advertising may be more necessary in new product or new market introductions, where buyers are less familiar with the product or company.
From the overall agreement of the results found here with the general business literature on exporting, it would appear that the strategies employed by high value agricultural products exporters are similar to those employed by other exporters. Because of the overall agreement with findings of the general business literature, the results suggest that successful strategies in export marketing of high value agricultural products may be similar to those in general business. As the results indicate, different barriers to trade, not surprisingly, require different strategies. The results presented here can be useful in helping firms with specific characteristics and perceptions about barriers identify the marketing strategies employed by firms with similar characteristics and facing similar export barriers. However, given the sparse availability of firm level analysis of agricultural exports and information about exporters of high value products, more research needs to be done before strong conclusions can be drawn. 
